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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The amendment filed 2/22/2006 has been placed of record in the file. 

2. No claims have been amended. 

3. Claims 1-25 and 28-35 are now pending. 

4. The applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-25 and 28-35 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. A detailed discussion is set forth below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. Claims 1-15, 19-25, and 28-35 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bonnell et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,655,081), hereinafter referred to as 
Bonnell, in view of Gajda et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,502,088), hereinafter referred to as 
Gajda, as presented in the previous action dated 1 1/23/2005. Claims 16-18 remain rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reed et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,862,325), 
hereinafter referred to as Reed, in view of Gajda as presented in the previous action dated 

1 1/23/2005. 

Response to Arguments 

6. In the remarks, the applicant has argued: 
• <Argument 1> 

There is no motivation to combine Bonnell and Gajda. 
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• <Argument 2> 

The combination of Bonnell and Gajda does not disclose the features of claim 1 because 
it does not disclose "said plurality of monitored computing devices implementing schema 
for responding to one or more queries by providing the aggregator component with at 
least one access point, which can be traversed to dynamically discover information about 
one or more associated computing devices that satisfies the one or more queries, based on 
one or more query triggering events defined in the schema" as recited in claim 1 . 

• <Argument 3> 

There is no motivation to combine Reed and Gajda. 

• <Argument 4> 

The combination of Reed and Gajda does not disclose the features of claim 16 because it 
does not disclose "a base class" or "a first derived class" as recited in claim 16. 

7. In response to argument 1, it is maintained that there is sufficient motivation to combine 
Bonnell and Gajda. As previously stated in paragraph 1 1 of the rejection dated 1 1/23/2005, the 
combination helps solve the problem of inefficient management of events as presented by 
Bonnell. Combining Gajda's ability to provide an access point that can be traversed dynamically 
clearly helps make the management more efficient as an access point that can be traversed 
dynamically allows for such capabilities as presented by Gajda's index manager 902. See, inter 
alia, the previous citation to Gajda, column 9, lines 21-46. 

8. Concerning the applicant's statements as to the combination rendering Bonnell unsuitable 
for its intended purpose, there is no reason that Bonnell's servers that run software agents could 
not also incorporate the functionality of Gajda's store place data access layer (SPDAL) in order 
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to provide additional features to the server. Bonnell's management system could clearly and 
readily be altered to incorporate the additional functionality of the SPDALs to help Bonnell's 
system operate with both relational and non-relational data sources. 

9. In response to argument 2, the combination of Bonnell and Gajda does disclose 
implementing schema as recited in claim 1. Bonnell clearly allows for the handling of user 
queries that are sent to the agent knowledge database of the server. Gajda adds to this 
functionality by allowing queries to be completed via an access point that can be traversed more 
dynamically. See the previous line citations to Bonnell and Gajda in the rejection of claim 1 as 
stated in the previous action dated 1 1/23/2005. The applicant seems to mainly be arguing the 
claim language "implementing schema" and "query triggering events" although it is clear that 
any user request for information triggers the query of the database and thus satisfies a "query 
triggering event" and that the system must run code (the software run in Bonnell, figure 3 for 
example) in order to properly respond to a query which satisfies "implementing schema". If the 
applicant has a more specific idea of what he expects "implementing schema" and "query 
triggering events" to mean, this idea is not presented in the claims. 

10. In response to argument 3, it is maintained that there is sufficient motivation to combine 
Reed and Gajda. As previously stated in paragraph 15 of the rejection dated 1 1/23/2005, the 
combination increases flexibility and efficiency in database accesses as presented by Gajda. 
Combining Gajda's ability to provide an access point that can be traversed dynamically clearly 
helps increase flexibility and efficiency in database accesses as an access point that can be 
traversed dynamically allows for such capabilities as presented by Gajda's index manager 902. 
See, inter alia, the previous citation to Gajda, column 9, lines 21-46. 
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1 1 . Concerning the applicant's statements as to the combination rendering Reed inoperable 
for its intended purpose, there is no reason that Reed's combined management of the types of 
content information transferred would not benefit by incorporating the functionality of Gajda's 
store place data access layer (SPDAL) in order to provide additional features to the servers. The 
applicant states that there would be no benefit to Reed since Gajda's SPDALs provide improved 
access to non-relational databases. On the contrary, this would be very beneficial to Reed 
because Gajda's system provides relational features to non-relational databases and would thus 
help Reed's system operate with both relational and non-relational data sources. 

12. In response to argument 4, the combination of Reed and Gajda does disclose a base class 
of type management element as recited in claim 16. The previous line citation to Reed, column 
17, lines 5-21, shows the use of standard object classes which incorporate a hierarchy, 
maintaining aggregation associations, inheritances, and the like. There exist higher classes in the 
hierarchy that contain other component classes. Concerning the elements managed by such a 
base class, the applicant is directed to the lines previously cited concerning the derived classes as 
well as Reed, column 17, lines 22-53 and column 18, line 26 through column 20, line 28. 

13. The combination of Reed and Gajda does disclose a first derived class as recited in claim 

16. The previous line citations to Reed, column 50, lines 25-46 and column 71, line 59 through 
column 72, line 21, show objects that control the format of the information (encoding/decoding 
can be done on various display formats and other formats) and the identification of the 
information (query result sets allow for explicit identification of data in a communication object). 
For further clarification regarding managed elements, the applicant is directed to Reed, column 

17, lines 22-53 and column 18, line 26 through column 20, line 28. 
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14. The combination of Reed and Gajda does disclose a second derived class as recited in 
claim 16. The previous line citation to Reed, column 41, line 63 through column 42, line 15, 
shows an event class that uses a scheduled event loop to track object activity. Concerning the 
"requesting the information" part of the second derived class, the applicant is directed to the lines 
cited in the base class limitation dealing with queries and is also directed to Reed, column 19, 
lines 20-36. 

15. In addition, the applicant has argued that claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103, but not 
explicitly discussed, are allowable based on the above arguments. Thus, claims disclosing 
similar limitations to the discussed claims and related dependent claims remain rejected under 
the same reasoning as presented above. 

Conclusion 

16. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. The applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Victor Lesniewski whose telephone number is 571-272-3987. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571-272-3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free), 



Victor Lesniewski 
Patent Examiner 
Group Art Unit 2152 





